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ABSTRACT . "Predicting Elementary Clas:s'ro'om Teaching Practices
’ ’ v From Teathers' Educational Beliefs" - e
Patricia A. Bauch, Laboratory in School and Community Education, Graduate School )
of Education, University of California, Los Angeles :
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This study used data’collected ‘for'a national research project, A Study of
Schooling, to investigate the possible relationships between elementary school teachers’
educational beliefs and their classroom.teaching practices. This was done from three
perspectives representing three domains of the classroom curriculum -- the instruction-"
al (teather's perspective), the ‘operational (observer's perspective), and the experien-
tial (students' perspectives). A'typology of teacher educational belief types was developed.
Teacher groups were described as autocrats, strategists, laissez-faires, and democrats
based on scores representing two belief dimensions -- teacher discipline and control and ‘
' student participation. Classroom process variables were then selected for comparison .
with the four teacher belief types. The investigation focused on how teacher belief types
differed in their preactive behaviors.(i.e., goals, intentions, decisions) and their inter-
active behaviors (i.e., methods of instruction, grouping arrangements, use of time,
leadership, and expressive behaviors). Theoretical propositions taken from the body
_of work on teacher effectiveness were used to guide both the formulation of research
questions and in the interpretation of findings. Discriminant analysis was the primary
analytic tool used to determine whether differences obtained among teacher belief types
in the variables studied and to explain the direction of the differences found. The find-
ings of this study support the notion that teachers' educational beliefs have a distinct
bearing on their teaching behaviors and thereby on their teaching effectiveness.




~ This study had two main purposes 1) to describe sonie of the variety of
beiiefs teachers hold about. teaching and learning in e1ementary schoo] class-
rooms, and 2) to exp]ore poss1b1e relationships between a typology of teachers

educationai beliefs and their classroom teaching practices.'

The~1mbortance of the teacher's role in the classroom cannot be under?
estimated. Teachers consider themse]ves to have have authority, 1nf1uence and

Vresponsibiiity for what. goes- on in their c]assrooms, including curricuiar ‘,

decision making a]though the issue of teacher autonomy js tangled and comp]ex

(Lortie, 1969, Tay]or, 1975; wright, 1980) Indeed W1thout the considerabie,_

right, 1egit1mate or otherw1se, to influence what their students learn and how

they choose to teach them, teachers would not have a meaningful identity.

However, many teachers are not fully aware of their own influence nor of the

nature of the differences in teaching practice that resu]t--differences that

prevail ‘from one c1assroom to another, O often ‘within the same ‘school. For much

of their working 11ves teachers remain remarkab]y isoiated-from~the direct

1nf1uence of other members of * the profession. E]ementary c]assrooms, in
particular, are .generally very active places engaging the .constant. attention,
if not active participation, of teachers at ‘all times. A teacher rarely sees

other teachers'teaching or 1s seen teaching by other teacher : Likewise, many )

teachers rarely have an opportunity, or even the skills, to ref]ect on their
own teaching practices, to -articulate. their assumptions about teaching and
1earn1ng, and to examine both in light of their educationa1 beiiefs.

One important intent of this research therefore, is to prov1de a por-

trait of teacher belief types “from the descriptions ‘of the‘80 classrooms where'
_observations were carried out, 1nterv1ews conducted and questionnaires answer-
ed.' This portrait may potent1a11y enable teachers to ref]ect on their own .

educationa1 beiiefs and- on their own teaching practices in a way which up to -
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now has not been possible. S1m11ar1y, it shoqu allow those who train teachers‘

_a means of br1dg1ng the gap between research and pract1ce by prov1d1ng precise
and detailed 1nformataon about teachers educat1ona1 be11efs and their associ-
ation with the 1nterna1 11fe of thé eTementary schooT cTassroom.-.'"

Many stud1es have -attempted to relate cTassroom teach1ng practicesfto
teachers " educat1onaT beliefs (e g. Ker11nger, 1954 - Wehling and Charters,v
1969; Harvey et al, 1968, Willower, 1975) These studies have‘cons1stent1y
shown that c1assroom practices differ for teachers whose educational heTiefs

d1ffer.' GeneraTTy, belief differences are . descr1bed or 111ustrated dichoto-

mousTy or a]ong-a cont1nuum. -For example, teachers who score high on 2 be11ef_

| d1mens1on such as human1st1c-or1entat1on (W1110wer) score Tow on its oppos1te,

' that is, custodial-orientation. Numerous stud1es by Harvey and h1s assoc1ates
found that teachers high on open-m1ndedness were more flexible 1n their teach-
1ng behav1ors than were cTose-m1nded teachers. UnfortunateTy, stud1es of.
teach1ng styTe result in the app11cat1on of - g]oba] or poorly def1ned terms to

the teach1ng act usua11y unreTated to a theoret1ca1 perspect1ve. Thus, teach-

'1ng is def1ned along a single dimension from dom1nat1ve to 1ntegrat1ve (Anderson;
1943), teacher-centered ‘to. student-centered (Rogers, 1951),, d1rect1ve to

- non-d1rect1ve (Ashmus and Haigh, 1952), direct to indirect (FTanders, 1965),

.formaT to informal (Bennett; 1976) and so on. The work of these reSearchers
and. others heTps to perpetuate an on assumptnon that is, that trad1t1ona1 and
progress1ve teach1ng methods or author1tar1an and democrat1c ways of thinking
are mutuaTTy exclusive or are 1ncompat1b1e with one another rather than merged

~ §n some teachers ways of th1nk1ng and behaving. L1kew1se, this work does not

- . directly chaTTenge teachers to Just1fy their teach1ng pract1ces in 11ght of.

their beliefs. At present we do not know why practices emerge in the part1cu1ar

forms they do; why, for examp]e, a greater var1ety of teach1ng practices is




move commonly found among open-minded and humanistic#OrientedAteachers than

among c1ose-minded‘and custodia]-oriented teachers nor what effect this might

d have on student 1earn1ng The current research lacks a conceptua] model to .

guide it past its current one-dimensiona1 focus. . By propos1ng and testing

multi-dimensional conceptua] models for var1at1ons 1n educat10na1 beliefs, such

as this study intended to do, a more precise understand1ng of observed pract1ces

and their associations‘withpteachers',educationa] beliefs can be had.
| METHOD - |

\,

Part1c1pants . ~

The study ‘was conducted with teachers and students participating in a

- pational research proJect A Study of Schoo11ng, under the direction~oﬁ John 1.

Good]ad The sample for th1s study of re]at1onsh1ps between teachers educaé '
t1ona1 be11efs and the1r teach1ng pract1ces was drawn from the 286 e]ementary
teachers jncluded 1n A Study of Schooling sample. The scores they obtained on.
a set of teacher educat1ona1 be11ef jtems - represent1ng two be11ef d1mens1ons--
teacher discipline and ‘control and student pdﬁt1c1pat1on--befame the selection -

cr1ter1a for this study. .In order to obta1n teachers w1th re]at1ve1y d1fferent

ideo]ogica1~orientations, tEachers ‘who scored close to the mean were e11m1nat-

ed. Thus, 182 teachers remained in the study of which 72 were ear]y e1ementary

‘classroom teachers (grades 1 3) ‘and 57 were upper e1ementary c]assroom teachers @

(grades 4-6). These teachers were d1str1buted across ‘all 13 elementary schools

included in the nationa1 sample. Observation data from a total of 80 class-

rooms of these teachers were ana1yzed along with survey data and teacher :
. 1nterv1ew responses. ‘The $chools from which. the c1assrooms and their teachers"

) were drawn represented different comb1nat1ons of the following character1st1c5'

school s1ze,’ econom1c 1eve1, rac1a1 compos1t1on, location (urban- -suburban-

rura]), andoreg1on of the country (Tab]e 1).




Us1ng scales drawn ma1n1y from the work of Ker11nger (1954), the teachers
_were ass1gned to respect1ve educat1ona1 be11ef types . on the bas1s of their
scores on teacher  control and student part1cipation. Although ‘the
'}'d1str1but1ons on both scales were negatively skewed four separate groups of
| teacher be11ef-types coqu be 1dent1f1ed accord1ng to these two 1deoTog1caTl
‘or1entat1ons (see F1gure 1) Those who scored high on teacher controT and low
on student part1c1pat1on were cTass1f1ed as "autocrats._ Those who scored high
or low-on both dimensions were cTas§1f1ed as “"strategists" or "1a1ssez-fa1res,

respectiveTy. Those who scored .Tow on teacher controT and “high -
participation' were. classified as "democrats“ (see F1gure 2). The actual o
meaning of the. ad3ect1ves used to TabeT the . be11ef types is: necessar11y
somewhat different from what the same. terms usuaTTy mean in poT1t1caT, eConomic‘
and other sociaT contexts. wh11e these same TabeTs have been app11ed in other
classroom stud1es and have d1fferent mean1ngs there, no- confus1on will resuTt
if the constructs operat1ona11y defined by the scales used in the Educat1ona1

Be]iefs InVentory for this study are kept in mind.

_ Descr1pt1on of the Educat1ona1 Belief D1mens1ons
) Descr1pt1ve 1nformat1on concern1ng the. d1mens1ons on which educafionan

beliefs d1ffered was obtained from the work of Neh11ng and Charters (1969). and

that of B1shop (1972) To the1r 1nterpretatlons of these dimensions were added_nf

the author's own 1ns1ghts obta1ned from eTementary cTassroom teach1ng
experience and background in teacher educat1on. The seven 1tems compr1s1ng the
- teacher discipTine-and control scale and the five items comprjs1ng the student

participation:scaTe'are as follows:

Teacher D1sc1p11ne and Control o o e

o Good teacher-student reTat1ons are enhanced when it is cTear that the
teacher, not the. students, s in charge of classroom activities.

o There js too great an emphas1s on keep1ng order in most classrooms.

;o




o An order1y classroon'is>the'major prerequ1s1te to effect1ve teach1ng
0 _’Students must be kept- busy or they soon get “into troub]e.
0 Students need and shou]d have more superv1sron than they usually get.

o In the interest of good d1sc1p11ne, students who repeated]y disrupt the
~ class must be f1rm1y pun1shed \

0 - Proper control of a c1ass is amply demonstrated when the students work
‘quietly while the teacher is out of the room.. -

Student Part1c1pat1on

o Student 1n1t1at1on and part1c1pat1on in p]ann1ng c1assroom activities areg
: essential to the maintenance of an effect1ve classroom atmosphere.

"0 When students are allowed to part1c1pate in the cho1ce of act1v1t1es,
disc1p11ne prob]ems are .generally averted. : .

. o When given a choice of act1v1t1es most students se1ect what is best for
them. ‘

o Student mot1vat1on is greatest when students can gauge their oWn progress
rather than depend1ng on regular eva]uat1on by the teacher..

o Students are mot1vated to do better work when they feel free to move
around the room while class 1s in sess1on.'

The following brief descript1ons of the two d1mens1ons of teachers educat1ona1

be11efs are supported by the above items..

= Teacher d1sc1p11ne and contro] The best 1earn1ng situation is one in’

wh1ch there is a’ h1gh degree of order and decorum in the classroom. " This
d1mens1on expresses the teacher's belief in conducting the c]ass according to

estab11shed rules and procedures, quick punishment for those who depart from |

‘yules, and the e1imination of nonsense, noise and distractions. Furthermore, o

- to assure max1mum learning, the teacher must be\the one to guide and direct'the
flow of 1nstruct1ona1 events rather than the student. In a sense, it appears
to reflect a fundamenta] persona11ty d1spos1t1on in teachers rather than a
pure]y 1nstrumenta1 belief regarding instructional pract1ces.

- Student part1c1pat1on. Students will be mot1vated to do better work when :

they are accorded substantial autonomy and freedom from teacher d1rect1on.
8 | |
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. Th1s d1men51on refTects the teacher's be11ef in prhmot1ng student initiative
and part1c1oat1on in the cho1ce of learning. act'v1t1es Furthermore, student.
discip]ine and behavior problems will be lessened when students are involved in
the p]anning and evaluation of their' own progress. In.a sense, it expresses
the amount of faith the teacher has in students and- their capacity for making -
useful instructional decisions. . . ' |

'Assessment of Teach1ng Pract1ces

Three bodies of data were used to assess cTassroom teach1ng pract1ces as .
perCeived by teachers and outs1de observers--quest1onna1res, interviews andﬁ
observat1on schedu]eso It 1s.assumed,that a consensus of perspect1ves brought
to bear on ‘classroom teach1ng act1v1t1es constitutes a measure- of those activ-
Sities. The Teacher Inventory cuns1sts of 25 items which fall into five sets of

variables, each of which measures the empha51s on one aspect of teaching

o practice. The Goa]s of SchooT1ng variables assess: teachers iiews of ihe

purposes of schoo]1ng, or the role of the schoo] in educat1ng the student. The
Teacher Decision Making var1abTes assess d1men51ons related to how teachers
make curricuTum decisions while planning and organ1z1ng for 1nstruct1on. The
final sets of variables - from the Teacher Inventory--Methods of Instruct1on, =
Grouping Arrangements and Use of T1me--assess the way in which teachers perQ
ceive their own cTassroom funct1on1ng while 1nstruc*1ng students. h

The extent to wh1ch teachers desire certain specific kinds of academ1c
and behavioral. Tearn1ngs or educat1ona1 ob3ect1ves for their students was
assessed WTth data from the Teacher Interview Schedu]e.§. |

F1na11y, the cTassroom observat1on data, utilizing 21 variable subsets,
provided three measures used to assess the extent to wh1ch “certain c]assroomv

- pract1ces were operat1ona11zed in the c]assroom. These were: Methods of

Instruct1on; Group1ng'Arrangements and Use of Time. In addition,'data from the




c]assroom‘oHServation instrument were used to assess ‘the extent to which c]ass—'
room.ieadership (Leadership Behavior) was exerc1sed by teachers and students .
and the affect1ve quality of classroom interactions (Expressive. Behavior).
(See Tab]e 2 for brief descr1pt1ons of the var1ab1e sets. )

Further deta11s ‘about the development of these variable sets, the sub-
Hsca]es included in them, and their correlations are prov1ded 1n S1rotn1k (1979)
‘and ' Bauch (1982).° Br1nf1y, the var1ab1es measure d1st1nct, a1be1t moderate]y. B

orre]ated aspects of teach1ng pract1ce. " Each of the sets of var1ab1es, with
the except1on of the. ExpresS1ve Behavior var1ab1es ‘and the Use of Tlme vari-
ables reported from the 'Teacher Survey and from the classroom observat1on
schedu]es, significantly d1scr1m1nates among teacher belief types. Interna]
-cons1stenc1es and profile stab111ty are quite h1gh |

&
Pred1ct1ons Regard1ng the Four Educat1ona1 Belief Types

Briefly, the’ expected behav1ors of the four ideal belief types can be

-~

characterized as follows: | R o
| | - Autocrats | : ) ; Strategists g
1. H1gh behavioral and curricular control H1;h béhav1ora1 and curricular controi
2. Low stimulation of group.prooesses ' H1gh st1mu1at1on of group processes
Lajssez-faires - - . Democrats '

' é
1. Low behav1ora1 and curr1cu1ar contro] Low behav1ora1 and curr1cu1ar contro]
2. Low stimulation of group processes High stimulation of group processes

Method of Analysis

Lt a

| D1scr1m1nant ana]ys1s was used as the primary ana1yt1c ‘tool in exploring
the re1at1onsh1p between teachers' educat1ona1 beliefs and the1r c1assroom
teaching pract1ces. This analys#is successfu]]y measures ‘the . extent to wh1ch
variab]es discriminate among groups of cases and prov1des an eff1c1ent bas1s

for explaining the nature of group differences. Eleven discriminant analyses
‘a\ . .o \




e

and one chi“square ana\ys1s (used to assess student intended behavioral goa]sn

from the 1nterv1ew data) were performed on the variable sets. Instead of

conduct1ng one 1arge multivariate analysis, cons1derab1e c1ar1hy was ach1eved

by treating the eleven: conceptua]]y distinct sets of var1ab1es separate1y. For
- each of the discriminant analyses, because differences among four groups were

o

»considered,'three dlscr1m1nat1ng functions were possible. However, only. those

e

discriminating_functions that tontr1bu.ed s1gn1f1cant1y to separation among

"groups, and then, on1y the first function s1nce 1n all cases 1t accounted for~ :

the maJor1ty proport1on of var1ance, is be1ng cons1dered here. . |

. A word is in order regard1ng the issue of stat1st1ca1 s1gn1f1cance.

Although a cons1derab1e number of teachers and . c]asses were available for °
analysis, the cases used 1n this study were not an 1ndependent, simp]e random

sample required in the strict mathemat1ca1 sense for the use of tests for

statistical 1nference. Consequent]y, the test of s1gn1f1cance does not apply
here under a str1ct 1nterpretat1on of the underlying assumpt1ons. Neverthe- | fﬁ_
‘1ess, 1n,v1ew of,the,exp1oratory nature of ‘this study,ssuch tests can be of
heuristic va]ue; ard it is in this spirit that they are reported. Moreover,
for the purposes of this study, relationships within the .10 ‘to .15 range of-
,stat1st1ca1 -significance also appear: worthy of some discussion, particu]ar1y.‘
where they 1nd1cate an ehpected trend or pattern. The results section will
- focus primarily on these "significant” outcomes. Nothing wi11 be reported
regarding the Use of Time and Express1ve Behavior var1ab1es since ne1ther the
resu]té of the teacher-reported nor the observed Use of Time ana1yses were
L nsignificaht.” |
| | RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
~ Eight of the eleven variable sets successfully differentiated ‘among

teacher be]ief types.. The spec1f1c differences genera]]y support expectat1ons.

s[534$;‘ “ o | ’ 51_ o " o 8l-1-z
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For examBTe, teachers who score high on student participation (i.e} strategists
and democrats) tend to emohasize.the'type of cTassroom teaching'practices in
which“students have a greater opportun1ty to be involved: they emphasize a'
variety of teaching act1v1t1es, small group jnstruction and 1nd1v1dua11zed
learning. cThese‘teachnrs report -a greater emphas1s on the use of 1nd1v1dua1-
. : 1zed student cr1ter1a for deC151on mak1ng and de-emphas1ze curr1cu1um gu1des

¢ : ' . \

~and textbooks as 1nf1uences on the1r pTann1ng S1m11ar1y, teachers who score

h1gh on teacher controT (i.e. autocrats and strateg1sts) tend to emphas*ze

student ronform1ty over student autonomy and independence as 1ntended Tearn1ngs |
for the1r students and favor “the bas1c SK1TTs and 1nte11ectua1 deveTopment ash

- schooling goals over personaT and SOC1a1 " development. As might be expected,f:
the teacher cohtro] dimen§1on of the Educat1ona1 Be11efs Inventory - appears te
be reTated to teachers goals and ob3ect1ves, but does not necessarily seem tofn7
be related to. their teaching pract1ce*' whereas, the student participation

| dimension appears to pe related to teach1ng pract1ces but does not appear to be |
related to teachers' goals and obJect1ves.= Furthermore, while ~autocratic

| teachers generally appear to be 1like laissez- -faire teachers: and democratic‘
teachers generally like strategist teachers, SOME substant1a1 put well- .

,.dfsguised differences. can be noted. These will be discussed later. Based on
the discriminant analysis group means, a portrait of four teacher beTief,types,
can now be drawn. The results of the eight discriminant analyses and the. one
chi square analysis on which the following descriptions are based can be found,
in the appendices (Tables 3-11) along with a profile of the typology (Figure
). , | o .

Autocratic Teacher Belief Types: ControT Oriented

The 48 teachers who hold autocrat1c-type ‘peliefs can accurateTy be

characterized as being control oriénted. They pTace a high emphasis on teacher .

control of student behavior and of the°c1assroom curriculum while de-emphasiz-

e -




™ . ) : . co-

ing activities stimulating student partitipation and involvement. High teacher
,controi is reflected in the tendency for autocratic-type teachers to fayor
nformity type behav1ora1 goals for students over independence ones. Morew.'
han any other group, they say they prefer that students conform to grade 1eve1 :
e ;{ expectations, _obey classroom rules and regulations, work independently - or
' o .~qu1et1y, 1isten to and fo]]ouﬂfZ;fctions and so on in contrast to developing ,,:V
“ 1eadersh1p qua11t1es, becoming 3elf d1rected or se]f-motivated and thinking B
crit1ca11y, creative]y or 1ndependent1y For these teachers, the c]assroom‘ |

curr1cu1um is likely to be defined as "back-to- the-bas1cs. ‘They emphasize

1nte11ectua1 deve]opment over personal growth as a- schoo] goal as well as 2

student-intended 1earn1ng They emphasize more generaiized criteria in their
- planning and decision making such as formal eva]uation procedures (i.e. tests'}‘
and quizzes) to grade students and predom1nant1y rely on- textbooks and commer-
c1a1 mater1a1s for planning the1r teaching. C]assroom practices are charac-
“——  terized by the absence of emphasis on act1v1t1es known to st1mu1ateastudent
part1c1pation such as sma]] group 1nstruction, ‘the use: of media in teaching a
Jesson and the prov151on for 1nd1v1dua112ed instruction. Rather, tth empha51ze
.‘totai class lecturing, writing and test- tak1ng 1n contrast to providing students :
with a d1verse array of 1earn1ng opportun1t1es. Finally, there is a de-emphasis
on student-d1rected and teacher- student cooperative activities, As pred1cted
; L o it seems duite clear that author1tar1an teachers are very much in contr01 of
their c1assrooms but that learning opportunities 1nvo]v1ng group processes and

interaction are diminished

A Strategist Teacher Belief Types" Management 0r1ented

. -The 45 teachers who hold strategist-type be11efs can accurate]y be

'characterized as being management or1ented that is, they .appear to maintain a

e ot specific task focus wh11e |nak4ng use - of negotiation and compromise. Like




autocrats, strategists 5150‘ seem to 'be‘ very much in control of their

c1assrooms, but in contrast to these teachers, they appear to prov1de -more

options for 1earn1ng in terms of the teach1ng activities ut111zed. These
teachers a1so prefer the bas1c subJects and sk111s emphas1s and inte]]ectua1
_deve]opment as the primary goal of schoo11ng wh11e de-emphas1zxng persona1 :
deve]opment._ StrategTsts strongly emphasize conform1ty-type behav1ora1 goa]s‘
for their students. Th1s is their most str1k1ng tra1t. These teachers appear.

to emphasize about equa11y genera11zed and persona11zed cr1ter1a in the1r

- curriculum planning and dec1s1on making, that is, they tend to be about equa]]y '

influenced by -student background and student preferences 1n dec1s1on mak1ng as

they are by qurr1cu1um guides ‘and 1nformat1on about student past performances.'

‘ S1m11ar1y, they make use of both forma1 and 1nforma1 evaluation strateg1es in -

grading 'students. In contrast to autocrats, they stand out ‘as emphas1z1ng
: infrequent1y used instructional pract1 s such as _class d1scuss1ons,
, dramat1zat1ons proJects and exper1ments,';hd use of med1a while de-emphas1zing
1ectur1ng They are’not only above average in 1nd1v1dua11z1ng instruction, butg
they 1nd1v1dua11ze in a variety of ways. They emphasize small group

instruction to a greater degree than any other group while de-emphasiiing total
class 1nstruct1on thus providing- more opportun1t1es for student 1nvo1‘ement.°
}They - ¢imilarly  emphasize student-led and student teacher . cooperative
?activ1t1es. Generally speaking, teachers who ho1d strategist- type be11efs
place a h1gh degree of emphasvs on teacher contro1pof student behavior (i.e.
conformity-type goa1s) and of the c1assroom curr1cu1um (i.e. bas1cs and
intellectual development is preferred over personal deve1opment), as predicted,

while a1so p]ac1ng a high degree of emphas1s on the provns1on of activities

stimulating student participation. . As-a group they appear to be task-oriented

I




and organized while at the same. time attending tu sGife aspects of group
S : » . | - .

process. -

‘La1ssez -faire Belief Type Teachers: Neutra]]y—0r1ented

NPT NN S

PRNPERSETE ST Tl e

In contrast to autocrats, the 46 laissez-faire be11ef type teachers can

;,Be character1zed as be1ng neutra]]y-or1ented regard1ng the value they p]ace on
teacher contro1 and student part1c1pat1on.‘§lh11e they favor student autonomy
. and 1ndependence as behavioral goals for students, at the same time they

- support’a prescribed curr1cu1um (i.e. emphas1z1ng basics as a genera] schoo11ng

goal and de-emphas1z1ng persona1 deve]opment as a student-1ntended 1earning)
which appears to be a contradiction. They also appear to be contradictory in
favor1ng 1ndependence type . behavioral goa]s for students wh11e de-emphas1z1ng-
persona] _development e1ther as* a preferred funct1on of schooling or as a
student- 1ntended learning. They tend to.me1ther emphas1ze nor de-emphas1ze
1nd1~1dua11zed and genera11zed ¢riteria in dec1s1on making. With autocrats,
1aissez-faire teachers‘de-emphas1ze, however, act1v1t1es that stimulate greater
student part1c1pat1on, particularly in the prov1s1on for individua]ized
instruction and in the use of a var1ety of pedagog1ca1 methods. 'Rather, they .

tend to emphas1ze lecturing without the use of media in teaching a 1esson.

' They are a1so re]at1ve1y high on teacher mon1tor1ng and on the use of non1nter- :

act1ve-type act1v1t1es (1 e. students s11ent1y read1ng, wr1t1ng or tak1ng7

tests) In contrast to autocrat1c teachers, ‘they tend to moderate]y emphas1ze‘A

sma]] group over total c1ass 1nstruct1on. F1na11y, they moderate]y emphas1ze

student d1rected and student-teacher cooperat1ve act1v1ty It would- seem, as,
pred1cted that 1a1ssez-fa1re type teachers are w1111ng to abd1cate a port1on |
of teacher control over the teaching- 1earn1ng process, wh11e at the same time..

appearing un11ke1y to. prov1de situations where ytudent part1c1pation and

v respons1b111ty could . read11y emerge to offer some d1rect1on to that process.
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For»these'reasons, it would seem feasible totdesignate']aissezufafre.teacher

£y, Z‘&,i

)

belief types as neutra11y-oriented'regarding the role of the teacher in the
classioom. - '

Democrat1c Belief,. Type Teachers Participation Oriented

The 43 teachers. who hold democrat1c-type beliefs can accurately be
character1zed as being part1c1pat1on oriented, that is; -they p1ace a low
~ emphasis on teacher control of student behavior and of the classroom curriculum
and a high‘emphasis on providing activities that'st1mu1ate student part1c1pa-
tion. The most str1k1ng feature of democratic belief types is the conststency.
with which they stand out among the other groups as emphas1z1ng persona]
development over inte11ectua1 development both as a genera]\goa] of schooling
and as a specific student-intended 1earning or educationa1‘"objective..
Expected]y, they strong]y de-emphas1ze the bas1cs as the most 1mportant kind of-
"1earn1ngs students should obtain frcm schoo11ng. It wou]d seem that they do

not support ‘a prescr1bed curriculum, Again, democrat1c belief type teachers

stand out as strong]y emphas1z1ng student autonomy and ,1ndependence, in , . -

preference to student conformity-type behav1ora1 goa]s.‘ More than any. other'
group they say they prefer that students deve]op 1eadersh1p qualities, become
' seTf-directed or se1f-mot1vated th1nk cr1t1ca11y, creat1ve1y or 1ndependent1y
and so on in contrast to conform1ng to grade- level expectat1ons, obeylng
‘ c1assroom rules and regulations,. work1ng 1nde62ndent1ym or quietly, and

1istening to and fo110w1ng directions. In p]ann1ng for teaching and in making

curr1cu1um dec1s1ons, these teachers stand out once aga1n as preferr1ng o

1nd1v1dua11zed to genera11zed cnnter1a. They emphas1ze the utilization of
student preferences and background as 1nformat1on and as a source of 1nf1uence
on planning and preter informal (1.e. proJects, reports and demonstrat1ons) to

 formal evaluation procedures to grade students. Like strateg1sts, democratic .




be11ef types, in re]at1on to other groups, hiéh]& emphasite infrequent1y used
instructional pract1ces such as class dﬁscuss1ons dramat1zat1ons proJects ‘and.
'exper1ments, and use of med1a in teach1ng a 1esson while de-emphas1z1ng

- ’1ectur1ng They are not on]y above average in 1nd1v1dua11z1ng 1nstruct1on, but
“they 1nd1v1dua11ze tnra var1ety of ways.. wh11e democratic types rank h1gh with
strateg1st types in report1ng that they emphaS1ze small group 1nstruct1on over .
tota1 c]ass, democratic be11ef types were. observed to place ‘only. a moderate
emphas1s on small group 1nstruct1on. It may be that democrats view: themse]ves-
as most. un11ke other teachers (1 e. more dev1ant) and therefore might feel more -
1nh1b1ted regard1ng some of -their teach1ng pract1ces in the presence of outs1de

_“observers. F1na11y, there is_an emphasis on student-directed and teacher- '

}student cooperative act1v1ty As pred1cted it seems clear that democratic
| be11ef type . teachers conduct a less teacher contro]-oriented cJassroom than de-~ ~*
'///’\\}autocrat1c and strateg1st belief types. The curriculum_is less prescr1bed'
‘(1.e. de-emphasis on bas1cs, 1nte11ectua1 deve1opment, and student'conform1ty,
also, less retiance on curr1cu1um guides and textbooks) Furthermore, with
strategists, democrats place a high degree.of emphas1s on the provision of
.act1v1t1es stimulating student part1c1pat1on. It wou]d Seem,; then, that
students of democratic teachers would have a greater opportun1ty to persona]]y S
participate'in‘the Jearning process than ‘would students of the other three
be]ief,types. S S )
o CONCLUSTONS B
””ihé“éaﬁeai?aaa1 beliefs-based typﬂ]ogy was pred1ctab1y re]ated to class-
room teach1ng pract1ces. Autocratic teachers were high on behav1ora1 andz
curr1cu1ar contro] and low on stimulation sof group processes. " As - expected,

strateg1sts were h1gh on behav1ora1 and curr1cu1ar contr01 and on st1mu1at1on

of group processes as we]] La1ssez-fa1re teachers were genera]]y in 11ne with

b
v
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. expectations with de-empha31s on behav1ora1 and curr1cu1ar control and on
. st1mu1at1on of group processes. F1na11y, democrat1c teachers were low on

, behav1ora1 and curricular contro] and high-on st1mu1at1on of group processes,

~

as expected ' | : .

One of the most str1k1ng aspects of the four profi1es which emerged is

- the general assoc1at1on of the teacher contro1 be11ef d1mens1on with teachers'

.preactive behav1ors (i.e. goals, intended 1earn1ng, dec1s1on mak1ng) and the

student participation dimension ‘with teachers' ‘interactive behav1ors (1 e.
instructional methods, grouping arrangements and 1eadersh1p behay1or) Auto-

crats and strateg1sts (h}gh on teacher control) were similar in their preact1ve

behav1ors, whereas they were d1ss1m11ar in the1r 1nteract1ve behavior. _Like-
w1se,.-democrats and 1a1ssez-fa1res (h1gh on~ student part1c1pat1on) were

somewhat dissimilar in their preact1ve behav1ors, whereas they were genera]]y L

similar in their 1nteract1ve behav1ors. Therefore,.1t wou]d ‘seem that the

teacher control dimension of the Educational Beliefs Inventory is genera]]y

pred1ct1ve of teachers preact1ve behav1ors wh11e the student part1c1pat1on ._{

dimension is pred1ct1ve of their 1nteract1ve behav1ors.
The profi]es tend . to somewhat d1sgu1se the. differences between
strateg1sts and democrats ‘and between autocrats and 1a1ssez-fa1res teachers.

Assuming a direct re]at1onsh1p between teachers preact1ve and 1nteract1ve

'behaviors, the nature of the teach1ng pract1ces exp]ored in this study could be

vast1y different for different. be11ef types while appear1ng to be similar. It

is the combination of high -or 1ow teacher “control with h1gh or 1ow student

'participation that 1dent1f1es the teacher type. Wh11e these d1mens1ons are
'separated for heur1st1c purposes, in real life they do not operate separate1y'

.but in con3unct1on w1th each other. Thus for examp1e, strateg1sts,.wh11e.

appearing to pract1ce a f]ex1b1e, wide range of teaching pract1ces may not be

4]
-
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(. .
as effect1ve in prov1d1ng students w1th broader and deeper educat1ona1 o ’

experiences if they operate out of a 11m1ted conceptua11zat1on of educat1ona1

goals and purposes. Likewise, the c]assrooms of 1a1ssez faire type teachers

may lack purpose and direction since. it appears that neither teacher; not\

students are- "in charge,"'whereas democrats appear willing to relinquish some

~control as long as students can be actively involved. =~ =~
While it seems helpful for[educationa] practice to be able to show a

- relationship between teachers' educational be]iefs and  their. teaching prac-

t1ces, 1t would be naive to assume that other teacher persona11ty traits m1ght‘

not also contr1bute to these assoc1at1ons. It may be that needs (Mas]ow,

1943) levels of ach1evement mot1vat1on (Atk1nson and Raynor, 1974) and other

persona11ty character1st1cs are -even more highly associated with teach1ng '
_pract1ces than are be11efs‘ L1kew1se, contextual var1ab1es such as pr1nc1pa1'

leadership, student character1st1cs, school climate and other factors may a]so,

‘be re1ated However, it 1s ‘the conc1us1on of this study that educat1ona1

be11efs do 1nf1uence teach1ng pract1ces thereby contr1but1ng to the context 1nl»

:

which 1earn1ng occurs. Presumab]y, other teacher be11efs,'espec1a11y thOSe
“having: a more d1rect bear1ng on c]assroom processes would a]so pred1ct an

-1nf1uence on some aspects of c]assroom 1earn1ng 1

These findings seem 1mportant to educat1ona1 pract1ce in that teachers

N

who reflect on their own c]assroom behav1or and the1r educat1ona1 be11efs may

find some s1m11ar1t1es and some d1fferences 1n these protra1ts ‘that may be .

T

he1pfu1 for understand1ng more c1ear1y why they conduct their c]assrooms as

1they do. "' Teachers might then be pos1t1ve1y cha]]enged to Just1fy the1r

teach1ng practices in light. of their educat1ona1 be11efs., Th1s wou]d prov1de a -

. bas:iis -for a‘changeﬂin ‘belief or a change in behavior depend1ng on what is ~

' yiewed as desirable.

o




. “  Footnotes

1. The larger Study on'which this paper is,baéed (Bauch; 1982) examined the f
relationship between teacher beliefs and their effects specifically on the:
c¢lassroom learning environment as measured by student opinions.
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" Table 1

» Demographic Characteristics of the 13 Elementary Schools

u Economic . .
. School*  Size** - Status Ethnicity Location
. Atvater ' Small Middle White Suburban .
vBrad;a;;__ hbﬁhﬁedihm B Low/Middle White Suburban
Crestview Medium Low/Middle White - Suburban -
Dennison Very‘Small Middle White Rural -
Buclid Small . Middle White Rural’

" Fairfield Very Large Low/Middle - Meazgiz-Am./_ Rural
Laure] Medium ~ Low  Black/White Rural
Manchester Medium Middle = ‘Black Urban
Newpdrt Largé Low | Mixed . Urban
ﬁalisédés" Small Upper/Middle ‘:Blggklﬁhite.' Urban
Rosemont | Medium ~ Low | xgzigzga ~ Urban
Vista - Large Middle. White Suburban

Woodlake ; | . | Suburban

Medium

Miqdlev'

White

.

fun  3a

| **~Vefy Large

- - Large
Medium
Small.

Very Smé]]i

. ) ‘.; ‘_
% These are fictitious names.

900 students
700-900 students
500-699 students = . .
300-499 students

300 students -

?




s O Tablez L

. B . Brief Variable Set Descriptions. =+

s . .

‘s

Preactive Activitiés Dimensions

_ assesses the extent to which teachers

.agree that the ‘school should agree that
Y the school and skills, and - their choice
S of ‘the most important function -their
e e .. school 'should emphasize - social, intel-
: o 3 ‘ - lectual, or personal development.

1. Goals» of ‘Schooling .

2. Student-Intended Learnings assesses the emphasis teachers place on
- PR ‘ o . " academic v§. behavioral goals for their
- . ‘* ° students, §;g the extent to whidﬂ confor-
ST A mity-type behavioral goals are e phasized
R . -;> " over- -independence-type . O is in _ the’
ST e ‘&lassroom, L L . '

“I'h - o~
> -

. T R . ) . - <« . . L . ‘
3. "Teacher Degisian Making " assesses-how much influence various
. g p » + eurriculum ‘sources havé  on teacher
N ' planning  (i.e., curriculum guides, -
L, S " ' - textbooks and ‘materials, teacher and
oo o~ student background), the frequency 'with
L T, ; which teachers use 'various kinds *of
o R . _information about students in planning .
' g n individualized instruction (i.e., test
, .. fo oo N results, past and present student behav-
I ; : : - jor and performance)a and the extent to
e . o o . which teachers use: less formal (i.e.,
o d R ;/?" - ‘projects, reports, and demonstrations) -
_— ; .o Tt o evaluation ‘procedures with students in
’ L. s . . contrast to formal ones (i.e., tests,
" . quizzes and classwork).

CIY

v 0 .@

’ < .

S, InteréctiVe'ActiV%tiés Dimensiohs {Teacher Reported)

. assesses the extent to which teachers use.
less commonly fourd instructional. prac-
tices including materials use (i.e.,

, audio visual and manipulative materials), .

_ e teaching activities (i.e., class discus-’

, o - sjons, dramatizations, projects,. experi-

T / o v : ments and  interviewing), cognitive

‘ : ' ’ learnings (i.e., creative thinking) and

' - evaluation strategies (i.e., projects,
reports, and ‘demonstratjons), and the
extent to which individualized instruc- -
tion is emphasized. .

e N " 47 "Methods of Instruction

-)o ~ LA

o

s assesses_the extent to which teachers
¢ emphasize small group over whole class
instruction. -

5. Grouping*Arrangements

% R ' : AR S 24 T




;1". . E R I . . ° .~ ) s . o -
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6. Use of time. o ) assesses the relative amount of time ..
' o ' - teachers spend on instruction or learning -
@ , . activities in contrast to routines and

behavVior; also, the amount of time
. : : teachers expect students  to spend on’
LT < o - homework. ' . '

L
e

Interactive Activities Dimensions (Observer Réported)

- 7. Methods of Instruction ‘assesses the extent to which students
T _ spend time in noninteractive-type activ- ..
jties (i.e., :reading silently, writing,
: - . teking tests); the extent teachers use
* - o open-end2d -questions, lecture, use audio
S . visuals; monitor students, provide
students with corrective feedback. :
assesses both the type and variety of
. grouping patterns teachers use (i.e.y:
whole class or small group). -

8.. Grouping Arrangements

-

9. Use of Time ' - assesses the extent to which students
' have attentive interest in the class
lesson and participate in it; also, the
- proportion of time ‘spent’ on instruction
in contrast to routines and behavior.

Relationship DimenSions

10. Leadership.Behavior P ‘assesses the extent to which students
L ~ lead or direct classrcom activities,
O  teachers work together cooperatively with
_ S -students, and students -initiate verbal
( ’ . interactions. T o

11. Expressive Ezhavior : assesses the amount of help, cbncern, and
friendship the teacher directs toward the
students and the emotional tone charac-
terizing the classroom - positive,
negative, or neutral. '




" Table 3

Discriminant ‘Analysis of Goa]s of Schooling Variables
: for Teacher Belief Types . :

(n = 124)

, Corre]at1ons Between Canonica] D1scr1m1nant ,.°  '
'Discfiminating Funct1§ns and D1sc:1m1nat1ng Variables .';-
Variables .. Functions: 1 2 3
Basic Subjects and Skills A ~.31 . -.03
Intellectual Development . .86" .80 -.36

] “Persoﬁa]‘Deve]bpment ' o -.45 - =57 p —-23 o °
Social Development : -=.07 -.06 .~ .96 '
Teacher Belief Types = Group _Centroids '
Autocrats =T . .36 ~.07 . .04
Strategists - ’ .50 L =24 - -.02
Laissez-Eaires ST -1 - .33 | - =.02
Democrats . ., -.85" -.16 - .01
Canonical R | | Y .22 .03
Canonical R? o 22 7 .05 .009 g
Relative Percentage g 84.75% ~ 15.04% 0

L Significance o1 .44 .91

-




L Table 4
s °
' Discriminant Analysis of }Stddent‘-lntended Academic. Learni ngs |
- _ _ Variables for Teacher Belief Types
Carre]atidns Between Canom‘ca]lDis'criminant,;., :
Discriminating Functions and Discriminating Variables K
Variables/ - ~ Functions: . 1 2 3
2 ¢ Persomal _ = . o Je9 . .02 -.15
" Social S S (- .88 .45
‘Intellfectual' . SR : .68 -.70 AN o =.23
. ‘ " ’ . " A .
Subject-~Specific ® S .48 . . 17 -.86
Teéacher Belief ~Types. o - Group Centroidé :
R ] -, - - RS Q ‘ ) s
Autocrats o . 19 " -0 - 0 -8,
Strategists - ° ' ' U -34 C,.39 _‘»‘.12° ’ ,.
Laisses-Fafves ..o .08 -39 a0 0 0 T
- "+ Democrats D . '-,83 Lo a2 ' 01 v
T | Canoriical R | oo .39 - A \13 L o
' Canonical R2 S as. s 07 N -
Relative Percentage _ . 64.49% ©  29.5T% " .5.94% S
. significance .- > <, ..033 . . .15  -.285 " )
s G - . ‘ .
7 . ‘ | 2
‘;‘ s .
- . TS :
; ] s &Y ~ ’




Table . T
° Distribution 6f'Student;lntended-Behavfbral"Learnings
Variables Among Teacher Belief Types
f . ‘ | - Type of Behavioral Goal
. .Ieachér’Be]ief Types Cdnformjty Mixed Qvlndebendencé ~ Total
* Autocrats N=, 8 5 5 .18
- - Row % (44) (28) (28) . »(3,_0_) :
‘strategists 5 s 1 10
o T (50) (40) - (10) (16)
.Laissez-Faires =T 2 10 N 18
: . (11) - (56) - (33) -(30)
~ Democrats .3 2 10 15
. (00 (13 . (67). - (25)
Column Totals: N= 18, 21 22 61 -
' Row % - (30) } (38).. (36) (100) .
x2 = 16.0608, p < .01 (6 d1) . . .
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D1scr.m1nant Analysms of Teacher Dec1s1on Mak1nq Varzab]es
for Teacher Belief Types
(n = 124) T

8

3

Correlaticns Between Canon1ca1 Discriminant -
Functions and D1scr1m1nat1ng Var1ab1ea

_ Discniminating
Varizbles S Funct1ons: | 1 . 2 3

Student Preférences as Information . . R i A o
Informal Evaluation Strategies . . o  -.28
_Student Background as an Influence .49 - - .08
Curriculum Guides as Influences B 'ﬂ‘u 62 - - '.06 |
Formal Eva1uatidn Strategies . _ ' .89 -.17

Informat1on about Student Past
Perfornance/Behav1or

Textbooks and Materlals .as. Influences
* Test Results 2s Information '
Teacher Background as an Influence

Informat1on -about Present Student .
Performance/BehaV1or : : o =.0 -.12.

0

'Teacher Belief Types " Group Centroids

© Autocrats . . ‘ S o-74 . =14
~‘Strategists L o .71
Laissez-Faires . V - . -.06

. Democrats - ‘ . ) | . =47

~

Canonical R - | o - .40
Canon1ca1 R2 3 B 27 .16
‘Relative Percentage : ‘

Significance .




- Table 7 S
| :
\ Discriminant Analysis of Methods. of Instruction - ,
(Teacher Report) Variables for Teacher Belief Types . e
- o (n = 119) g : : .
Correlatiohs Between Canonical Discriminant{“.‘
_‘Discriminating Ce ‘:Functions anq Discriminatjng“Variables ~
‘ Variables " S Functions: =~ = 1 2 .. 3
. Use of Uncommon Pedagogical Me thods _} .85 -.37 - . .39
- - Variety in Individua]izing~Instruction.‘ .75 . .80 " =.53
- Percentage of Individualization Time .53 .84 .09 PN
! \ni" Teacher Belief Types E . “Group Centroids .
Autocrats ‘ | ‘ o -.54 B  ‘ .10 f.07"}' .
Strategists _ 54 - -.12 . =.05 o e
Laissez-Faires . . . ... Y T U RN SN
- Democrats : o S .45 .15 . .06 o
~ Canonical R . i - .86 \ .13 ( .06
Canonical R? B ' 21 .02 . .00
Relative Percentage © ., e2.84% - 5.76% . . 1.40%
' Significance I _  IR .co1 - .683 . .503 -




Table 8

e e

’fw}«w *“'”“’D1scr1m1nant Analys1s of . Group1ng Arranqements (Teacher Report)

Variables for Teacher Belief Types T Ve
(n = 125)

[Nt ot

- , - Corre1ut1ons Between Canon1ca1 D1scr1m1nantil

Discriminating Funct1ons and Discriminating Var1ab1es

Variables ' ~Functions: i ’ 2  o 3

Small Group Learning R . .96 14 .23
Whole Class Learning S -.29 .95 .13
Independent Learning : : - -.17 .99

Teachér Belief - Types : - “Group Centroids_

Autocrats f:.‘i a AR R . =03
Strategists 1;: , | ' ' .32

" Laissez-Faires ~ | o ‘ o -.03
~ Democrats - . e 54 =25

éanonical R _ SR - ., .20
~ Canonical R? . ; . .l , .04
Relative Percentage

Significance
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- " Table 9

o A

] , :

D1scr1m1nant Analysis of Methods of Instruction (Observer Report)
Var1ab1es for Teacher Be11ef Tyﬁes , _

(n.= 80)
] : ‘ Corre]at1ons Between Canornical Discriminant
_Discriminating | Funct1ons ande1scr1m1nat1ng Var1ab1es
- Variables - - Functions: ° ) 2 “‘f'ﬂ"“‘3'*”
| tilization of Media - .78 . .10 - .2l
Lecturing/Explaining o =Bz .51 ' .20
Noninteractive Activities S -.29 .29 f.O?
‘Corrective Feedback o2 . .32 .02
Teacher Monitoring Lo _:’ -.43° = =31 BN 74
Open-Ended Questioning , .34 .24 . .57
Teacher Belief Types L L Group Centroids
————Autocrats . . -.35 -.36 .04
- Strategists S .59 .05 o .32
o Laissez-Faires- L -.43 "0 . .00
Democrats ... S .44 - -0 -84
Canonical R o | ;42 o .28 .25
“Canonical R? . o .8 .08 .06
Relative Percentage S se.21%  23.90% @ 17.89%
 significance o = a21 o .367 .321




L - Table o’ “
Discriminant Analysis of Grddping Arrahgements (ObserverAReport)
T Variables for Teacher Belief Types _ 3 .
: (n = 80) '

o _ Correlations Between Canonical Discriminant
D%scriminating Functions and:Dis;riminating Variables
Variables ] anctiohs: IR | 2 -3

small Groups - . . .0 -.23 .37
Variety in Gfouping o ‘ ' o 72 -.03 Lo=.27.

~ Total Class Grouping - T 4 .52
Independent Groud o | S e 163‘ vL24 - ~.64
Teacher Belief Types L “Group Centroids

- Autocrats . R o ,; -.48  -.248 f -.00,
Strategists  © . - . o .99 -.09 o es !

_‘Laissez-Faires | om0 0.9 .02
Democrats e . =0 .22 ...=.02

. v ~ r. ‘ -
Canonical R o e 0 02
Canonical R . -~ - .24 .04 .00
Relative Percentage ' = - . 88.67% - 11.27% 0.06%
.. . significance - . . . .022 . .810 .99




o © . Table 1l .

Dlscr1m1nant Analys16 of Classroom Leadersh1p ' e fil;,
Var1ab]es for Teacher Belief Types ‘ o > ’
(n = 80)

’

. S . - Correlat1ons Between Canonical Discriminant
vDiscriminating Functions and- D1scr1n1nat1ngﬁVar1ables
Variables - ' Functions: 1 2 . 3
Student-Directed Activity 79 -.50 .35
AStudent-In1t1ated Interaction 36 .74 .97
‘ Teacher-Student nooperatlve Act1v1ty .67 f.033 -.74
Teacher Belief Types Group Centroids __
o 7. Autocrats | (=.55 -.05 -.01
Strategists .57 5019 -.01
. %ﬁ
La1ssez-Fa1res -.07 .02 .03
Democrats - 31 .26 -.Ql'
. Canonical R .41 .15 .02
, Canon1ca1 R2 .17 .02 00
- o Re\at1ve Percentage 89.05% 10. 76% .19%
.080 .770 .850

S1gn1f1cance o

.-




.- N s .
s i Gl

STUDENT PARTICIPATION DIMENSION

275 325 375 4.25 475 %.25 5.75
L B " I *
» ) . i

»

450,
%= 437

4.00

TEACHER CONTROL|DIMENSION |

LA N=46 . o ' -

1 1 Ly Bk,

1.00 150 250 3.50 400 - 450
%=407, .

. TOTAL: N =182 A e

Scl;ttetgra.m of Teacher Control and Student ?articlpliion Scores. ’

5

-+ Figure 1:.

~
-




.

Be11efs about Student Part1c1pat1on

Low

High

1 Autocrats

(N = 48)

131 Strafegésts
AN = 45)

I La}ssez~Fairés

. (N = 46)

IV Democrats

(N = 435.

Typo?ogy of Te

Figure 2

Note
Tota1 N= 182

-

acher Belief Types with Case D1str1bution
- for 182 Elementary Teachers




Legend
—— Strategists
- e wee  Democrats
ssssseee Laissez-Faires
on— 0 —— Au(ocn\!

DISCRIMINANT SCORES

Note: Only the group means on the first
function for wech stetistically
significant discriminent enalysis
are presented here.

)

DE\"""'A—-"""

| /

e e

g

ahsesver reported) -

Student-Intanded Acidemic

dassfoorﬁ Ludeuﬁip: -
" Students_directing activities

Groubiﬁg Arrangements:
Use of small groups

Grouping Atrangements:

Use of small groups
(teacher reparted)

Methods of Instruction:

.Uncommon activities
‘(observer reported)

Goals of Schooling:
Emphasis on basics/
De-emphasis on personal
_Yeacheg Decision Making:
Individualized criteria
Methods of Instruction:
Uncommon activities
{teacher reported)

inteliectual

¢

l‘———Toachor Preactive Behavior — : “: o "'l'eac!ngr Int‘ov'oclln“Bohulor (muctu:lng and verbal)
THE INSTRUCTIONAL CURRICULUM " ' l ' THE OPERATIONAL CURRICULUM

Profile of a Ty_polow of Teacher Educational Beliefs and Eloimntary Classroom Procasses

&

Figuré 3
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